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DETMLED ACTION 

1. This Office Action is responsive to Amendment filed on 12/2/05. 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Beeteson (Patent No. 
Us 5,196,382). 

Regarding claim 1, referring to Fig. 2, Beeteson teaches a display device, having: 
at least two sets of luminance (50 and 55) including an image maximum luminance for 
displaying an image (i.e., displaying whole surface of the LCD) and an ordinary maximum 
luminance for displaying non- image information (i.e., displaying window icon or typing text), 
said ordinary maximum luminance being lower than said image maximum luminance (col. 1, 
lines 41-45 and col. 2, lines 40-55). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. Claims 2-7, 10, 12, 13, 18, 28, 31 and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Beeteson (Patent No. US 5,796,382) in view of Ito (Patent No. US 6, 144,064). 

Regarding claims 2-4 and 28, 31, 34, Beeteson differs fi-om claims in that he does not 
specifically teach a luminance switching unit has a selection unit which makes adjustment to the 
brightness of the display depending on the image maximum luminance in a case of display of 
only the image and makes adjustment to the brightness of display depending on said ordinary 
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maximum luminance and the brightness of display depending on said image maximum 
luminance. However, Ito teaches a luminance switching unit has a selection unit (e.g., 2 of Ito) 
which makes adjustment to the brightness of the display depending on the image maximum 
luminance (ELI and EL3) in a case of display of only the image and makes adjustment to the 
brightness of display depending on said ordinary maximum luminance (i.e., EL2) and the 
brightness of display depending on said image maximum luminance (col. 1, lines 50-61 of Ito). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to incorporate the switching unit as taught y Ito in the system of Beeteson in order to 
easily control the brightness of display. 

Regarding claim 5, the combination of Beeteson and Ito teaches that an entire display 
screen is adjusted to a brightness of display not higher than said ordinary maximum luminance in 
accordance with an operation using graphical user interface (col. 1, lines 50-61 of Ito). 

Regarding claim 6, the combination of Beeteson and Ito teaches adjustment of a 
brightness of display in relation to an ordinary maximum luminance and a maximum luminance 
is performed by adjustment of a light source (col. 1, lines 11-17 of Ito). 

Regarding claim 7, Beeteson teaches the non-image information comprises textual 
information (col. 2, lines 40-55). 

Regarding claims 10 and 12, the combination of Beeteson and Ito teaches adjustment of 
brightness of display in relation to said ordinary maximum luminance and said image maximum 
luminance is performed by adjusting of light source for display (col. 1, lines 50-61 of Ito). 

Regarding claims 13 and 18, the combination of Beeteson and Ito teaches a light source 
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control unit (i.e., inverters 1-3) which controls current through each of the multiple light sources 
independently to increase brightness in display screen (col. 1, lines 50-61 of Ito). 

5. Claim 20, 21, 27, 30, 32, 33, 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Beeteson (Patent No. US 5,796,382) in view of Reinhardt (Patent No. US 
5,598,56$. 

Beeteson differs from claims in that he does not specifically teach the region of the 
display screen corresponds to one of the image and the non- image information and the another 
region of the display screen corresponds to another of the image and non- image information. 
However, refining to Fig. 3, Reinhardt teaches a region of the display screen corresponds to the 
image (320) and the another region of the display screen corresponds to another of the image and 
non-image information (310, 330). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the display screen as taught by 
Reinhardt in the system of Beeteson in order to display the information to viewer efficiently. 

6. Claim 8, 9, 25 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beeteson (Patent No. US 5,796,382) in view of Ito (Patent No. US 6, 144,164) and further in 
view of Tew et al. (Patent No. US 6,232,963). 

Regarding claims 8, 9, 25 and 26, the combination of Beeteson and Ito differs from 
claims in that it does not specifically teaches the image is displayed at a maximum luminance 
level for the display represented by n bits and wherein the non-image information is displayed at 
a maximum level represented by less than n bits or n-3 bits. The combination of Ito and 



Application/Control Number: 09/492,300 Page 5 

Art Unit: 2629 

Reinhardt teaches the image is displayed at a maximum luminance level and the non-image 
infomiation is displayed at a maximum level which is lower than the maximum luminance level 
of the image. Moreover, Tew teaches greater bit-weights are display with more illumination than 
bit-planes having smaller bit-weights (abstract). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the bit-weights as 
taught by Tew in the system of the combination of Beeteson and Ito in order to design a desired 
brightness level for display. 

7. Claim 1 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Beeteson (Patent 
No. US 5,796,382) in view of Ito (Patent No. US 6,144, 164) and further in view of Saito et al 
(Patent No. US 5,315,695). 

Regarding claim 1 1, the combination of Beeteson and Ito differs from claims in that it 
does not specifically teaches adjustment of the light source comprises increasing or decreasing 
current through the light source. However, Saito teaches the current amount to be supplied to the 
light source become greater, the light source emits more Hght so as to raise the luminance of the 
display (col. 4, lines 32-45). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to incorporate the adjustment of the light source as taught 
by Saito in the system of the combination of Beeteson and Ito in order to control the brightness 
of the display efficiently. 
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8. Claim 14-15,17, 29 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Beeteson (Patent No. US 5,796,382), Ito (Patent No. US 6, 144, 164) in view of Reinhardt 
(Patent No. US 5,598,565) and further in view of Iwamoto et al. (Patent No. US 6,532,474). 

Regarding claims 14-15, 17, 29 and 37, the combination of Beeteson, Ito, and Reinhardt 
teaches adjusting brightness of the display based on the control signal (i.e., input mode is defined 
as text, the lower luminance is applied) (col. 2, lines 39-53 of Beeteson). The combination of 
Beeteson, Ito, and Reinhardt differs from claims in that it does not specifically teaches display 
device receiving a control signal suppUed extremely to distinguish image and non-image 
information for display. However, referring to Figs. 7 and 10, Iwamoto teaches display device 
receiving a control portion (8-1) to distinguish image data and text data for display (col. 10, lines 
34-42). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate the distinguish image and text information for display as 
taught by Iwamoto in the system of the combination of Beeteson, Ito, and Reinhardt in order to 
provide enough and appropriate brightness for viewer. 

9. Claim 19 and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beeteson (Patent No. US 5,796,382) in view of Ito (Patent No. US 6,144, 164) and further in 
view of Hoshi (Patent No. US 6,020,944). 

Regarding claims 19 and 24, the combination of Beeteson and Ito differs from claims 19 
and 24 in that it does not specifically teach the image maximum luminance is substantially in the 
range of 400 cd/mz - 10,000 cd/nu and the ordinary maximum luminance is substantially in the 
range of 40 cd/mz - 400 cd/mz. However, Hoshi teaches high luminance is about several 
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thousands cd/nri2 and the lower luminance is substantially in the range of 80- 120 cd/mz (col. 2, 
lines 26-30). Therefore, it would have been obvious to obtain the range of the luminance level as 
taught by Hoshi in the system of the combination of Beeteson and Ito in order to provide enough 
luminance to view the image accurately. 

10. Claims 22 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Beeteson (Patent No. US 5,796,382) in view of Ito (Patent No. US 6, 144,164) and further in 
view of Vara et al. (Patent No. US 6,063,030). 

Regarding claim 22, the combination of Beeteson and Ito teaches having a pluraUty of 
ordinary maximum luminance levels (Fig. 2 of Ito). The combination of Beeteson and Ito differs 
from claim 22 in that it does not specifically teach a diagnostic apparatus connected to the 
display device. However, Vara teaches a diagnostic apparatus connected to the display device 
(col. 5, lines 34-41). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to incorporate the diagnostic apparatus as taught by Vara in the 
system of the combination of Beeteson and Ito in order to perform accurate, bright display image 
and avoid stress on the viewer's, specially in the medical field. 

1 1 . Claims 16 and 23 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 



Application/Control Number: 09/492,300 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2629 

Response to Arguments 

12. Applicant's arguments filed 12/2/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant's remarks regarding Beeteson on page 9 are not persuasive. Claim 1 does not 
require a portion of the screen is displaying an image or non-image information to determine the 
illumination level. Claim 1 requires the display device having an image maximum luminance for 
displaying an image and an ordinary maximum luminance for displaying non-image information. 
Beeteson teaches when the display device using a whole surface of the LCD to display image 
information, all backlight lamps are turned on, this corresponds to the display screen having a 
maximum luminance, when the display device using a portion surface to display non-image 
information (a window icon or typing text), only one backlight lamp is turned on, this 
corresponds to an ordinary maximum luminance for displaying non-image information as 
claimed. 

Applicant's remarks regarding claims 8, 9 on pages 10-11 are not persuasive since 
applicant is reading limitation into the claims. 

Conclusion 

13. TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. AppKcant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS fi*om the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

14. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer T. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-272-7696. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M6n-Fri: 9:O0am-5:30pm. If attempts to reach the 
examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Richard Hjerpe can be 
reached on 571-272-7693. The fax phone number for the organization where this appHcation or 
proceeding is assigned 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an appHcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PMR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Pubhc PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-dgect.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PMR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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